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DIGEST: Our decision 56 Comp. Gen. 786 (1977) held
that certain (JSIA employees were entitled
to retroactive temporary promotions for short
tern details to supervisory positions under
provision of collective-bargaining agreement.
USIA interpreted our decision as applicable
only to employees detailed for periods longer
than 8 days. Such interpretation is not in
accordance with our decision which under the
terms of the agreement applies to employees
detailed for 2 or more hours.

This action involves a retuest from Mr. Mike Ostergard.
Piesident. Local 1418. Natlinal Federation of Federal Employees
(NFFE). for e zulL-giion' a' question that ai ris en concerning the
proper application of dur decisiun. S Matter of Burrell Morris,
ettal. - Retroictivsltem$orary promotions tonhigher grade General
Schedule positionsfor revailing rate em lo ees, 55 Comp. Len.

b k1V1771). GnatfiecIk iaInvolved Ihe quep 2on of whetherunder
the provisions of the applicable. Lollective-bargaining agreement,
certain United States Inforn ation Agen'cy (USIA) prevailing rate
employee technicians temporarily assigned to higher level General
Schedule supervisory positions were entitled to be paid at the
applicable rate of the. positidns for which they were temporarily
assigned. We held in 55 Comp. Gen. 786. supra, that USIA had
a mansntory duty under the terms of the agreement provision in
queatic.a to temj'Drarily promote otherwise qualified prevailing
rate employees when they are temporarily assigned, even for
brief periods, to perform the duties of higher grade General
Schedule positions.

The President, Local 1418,' NFFE, states that USIA has made
a unilateral interpretation of 58 Comp. Gen. 786. supra. and has
agreed to award retroactive tem&porary promotionsaind backpay
only to those employees who were temporarily assigned to higher
grade positions for periods longer than 8 days. Correspondence
from USIA regarding this matter reveals that USIA consulted I
Local 1418 representatives concerningthe terms of our decision
56 Comp. Gen. 786, supra, upon receipt thereof. It appears that
USIA thought that LocdalI 48 had acquiesed in its proposal to award
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backpay only to those employees who were temporarily assigned to
higher level positions for periods longer than 8 days. Apparently,
there has been a misunderstanding on this point between the paries.
Hencewe shall attcapt to clarify our holding in 56 Comp. Gen. 780,
sunra.

That decision concluded that the pertinent collective-bargaining
agreement provision was clear and unambiguous and should be imple-
mented according to its plain meaning. The pertinent provision reads
as follows:

"Section 2 - 10: Assignment Pay

"Employees qualified to perform higher level
work may be required by proper authority to perform
such work and will be paid the appropriate higher
level Iay rate for hours actually employed in such
work. 

The plain meaning of the above-quoted provision requires that
lower level employees temporarily assigned to perform higher level
work will be paid the higher level pay rates for houra worked at the
higher level. In such context, the word "hours" designates 50-minute
periods. Sutto v. Board of Medical Regitrationnd Enmination of
Indiana, lWN.E. 533, 537 (19z). The plural word "hours"Imeans
2 or more hours. Therefore, we are of the opinion that an employee
assigned to the higher level work for 2 or more hours should be
awarded the remedy set forth in our decision 56 Comp. Gen. 786,
supra, if the employee is otherwise qualified to receive the remedy.
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